
ARCHIVE COPY 

NATIONAL DEFENSE UNIVERSITY 

NATIONAL WAR COLLEGE 

THE l+WNBERGER DOCTRINE: IS IT VIABLE TODAY? 

CORE COURSE 5 ESSAY 

CDR JAMES L HOUSE. USCG, CLASS OF -96 
MILITARY STRATEGY AND OPERATIONS 
SEMINARC 
SEMINAR LEADERS DR KASS. COL WILLIAMS 
ADVISER CAPT MARINER 



Report Documentation Page Form Approved
OMB No. 0704-0188

Public reporting burden for the collection of information is estimated to average 1 hour per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and
maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington
VA 22202-4302. Respondents should be aware that notwithstanding any other provision of law, no person shall be subject to a penalty for failing to comply with a collection of information if it
does not display a currently valid OMB control number. 

1. REPORT DATE 
1996 2. REPORT TYPE 

3. DATES COVERED 
  00-00-1996 to 00-00-1996  

4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE 
The Weinberger Doctrine: Is It Viable Today? 

5a. CONTRACT NUMBER 

5b. GRANT NUMBER 

5c. PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER 

6. AUTHOR(S) 5d. PROJECT NUMBER 

5e. TASK NUMBER 

5f. WORK UNIT NUMBER 

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 
National War College,300 5th Avenue,Fort Lesley J. 
McNair,Washington,DC,20319-6000 

8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION
REPORT NUMBER 

9. SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 10. SPONSOR/MONITOR’S ACRONYM(S) 

11. SPONSOR/MONITOR’S REPORT 
NUMBER(S) 

12. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY STATEMENT 
Approved for public release; distribution unlimited 

13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES 

14. ABSTRACT 
see report 

15. SUBJECT TERMS 

16. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF: 17. LIMITATION OF 
ABSTRACT 

18. NUMBER
OF PAGES 

15 

19a. NAME OF
RESPONSIBLE PERSON 

a. REPORT 
unclassified 

b. ABSTRACT 
unclassified 

c. THIS PAGE 
unclassified 

Standard Form 298 (Rev. 8-98) 
Prescribed by ANSI Std Z39-18 



House 1 

,- 
KTRODLCTION 

p” 
i 

In the spnng of 1954. Secretaxy of Defense Caspar Wemberger delivered a draft document to tis 

semor rruhtary asastant. Army Major General Colm Powell He asked Powell to re\rlew the draft and pass 

It along to other members of the admnustranon nanonal secunty team for then review Wemberger. who 

had been deeply troubled by the October 1983 terronst bombing of the U S Mat-me barracks m Benut 

Lebanon, had analyzed the quesnon of when and when not to cornrmt U S nuhtary forces abroad The 

result of hs analysis was a list of SK tests or rules mtended to guide declslonmakmg m employmg 

Amenca’s m&tar)- rmght m combat around the world, his SIX rules ultnnately became known as the 

Wemberger Doctnne ’ 

When the Wemberger Doctnne was first made public m Ko\ ember 1984. it was not umversall? 

embraced The media was the source of some cnnclsm, and the long-standmg debate between Wemberger 

and Secretar) of State George Shultz on when and where to employ Amencan armed forces became a 

pubhc one when Shultz presented hi own posItion m various speeches 

The decade smce the Wemberger Doctrme was promulgated has presented some sltuanons agamst 

which to Igauge its vlablhQ Also, the current admnustration has issued its own \qews on a pohc> for 

commlttmg U S nuhm force abroad, of whch a March 1996 speech by Sanonal Secunty Advisor 

Anthony Lake is representative 

TIE essa? will compare and contrast the Wemberger Docmne \nlth other views of the da) 

(pnmanl~ those of George Shultz) and urrth the Clmton admnustration policy as arhculated bq Anthony 

Lake It ~111 focus prmclpally on those uses of the nuhtq m which combat IS expected or at least a 

dlstmct posslblhty, rather than on the x anous non-combat apphcations of rmhtary resources. such as those 

described by Lake m hi March speech The analysis w111 use the context of banous fiuled and successful 

nuhtary mtervennons m Judgmg whether the Wemberger Doctrme is a hlable mud to nanonal securny 

declslonmakmg as we enter the 2 1st century 

BACKGROLXD 

When first presennng his doctrme m 1984. Wemnberger noted that Amenca’s history had been one 
P 
: 

of seekmg to alold conflict, wlule keepmg a strong nanonal defense He went on to ldent$ two extremes 

m the thmkmg on use of mlhtar)l force lsolafiomsts who never want to employ force. and those who 
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would turn to use of force earl) m Just about any cnsis, figurmg that mere Amencan nuhtaq presence. 

e\ en m small numbers. could prolqde the solunon He reJected both extremes, of course, reasoning that 

lsolafiomsm would be an abdlcanon of leader&p responslblhties, resultmg III loss of influence m the 

world. and mdlscnmmate use of nuhtary force would lead to a replay of the domesnc turmoil expenenced 

dunng the Vietnam War Wemberger placed a premmm on actmg strongI> on matters affectmg the \~tal 

mterests qf the LYnned States and Its allies. but felt that the Lmted States could not be the world’s sole 

defender, nor could Amencan wtll and troops be subsntuted for those of other nanons Abbreviated 

versions of his SIX rules follow (-4 complete text of the rules 1s located m the appendix ) 

P 

l #l - Do not comnut forces to combat overseas unless deemed ~ltal to our nanonal mterest or 
that of our allies. 

* #2 - If necessary to use combat troops. we should do so wholeheartedly, with the clear 
mtennon of wmmng, 

l ff3 - If we decide to comn-ut forces to combat overseas, we should have clearly defined 
polmcal and nnhtary objectn-es. 

l #1- The relanonstip between our obJectI\es and the forces we have comnutted--then size. 
composihon and dlsponhon--must be contmually reassessed and adJusted if necessary. 

l #5 - Before comnuttmg U S combat forces abroad, there must be some reasonable assurance 
of support of the Amencan people and Congress . 

l $6 - Comnut forces to combat onl> as a last resort ’ 

In the words of Colm Powell. the Wemberger Doctnne says, “In short. 1s the nahond mterest at stake’ If 

the answer is )es. D 00 ILL and go m to wm Otherwise, stay out ‘3 

l?uough a number of public speeches. George Shultz revealed hs Qssansfachon wgth the 

Wemberger cntena for applymg mlhtary force as an mstrument of foreign policy He felt that credible 

mlhtary power was eSSenhd to the success of &plomacy--that the two had to be used together m 

pracncmng statecraft He agreed with pomts made by Wemberger. but seemed apprehensive that stnct 

adherence to the SIX rules would lead to not only avoldmg no-wm situahons. but also dechnmg to take on 

the ’ harcl-to-wm” cases He also felt that escesslve reluctance to emplq m&q force would lead to loss 

of Amenl~an mfluence m world affinrs and lea\ e trustmg allies \&erable to aggression ’ 

More than a decade after the Shultz-Wemberger public debate. the Clmton admnustranon has 

ax%culated Its own view on the use of mthw force m the context of its xahond Secunty Strategy of 

f- 
i 

Engagement and Enlargement Like Wemberger, Anthony Lake has Idennfied two unsansfactory 

approaches to the issue But, m contrast to the former SecDef, he places them both m the isolahomst 

camp First. there are the ‘ neo-know-nothmgs” who feel It IS safe to retreat from the world scene, then. 

there are the “backdoor lsolanomsts” (read congressional opponents of admnustrahon spendmg 
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pnonhes) who chum to support engagement, but deny the resources reqmred for dlplomanc readmess and 

foreign ad Quotmg the President m this year’s State of the Umon address, Lake says, ’ we must confront 

challenges now--or we w111 pa) a much higher pnce for our m&fference later ” N%le ldennemg 

dlplomaq and power of example as the tools of first resort. and reJechng the nOhOn of the Umted States 

becommg the world’s pohceman, Lake clearly comes across as havmg a lower threshold than Wemberger 

for use of nuhtary force abroad Although silent on some of Wemberger s pomts. such as the need for 

pubhc support. Lake breaks new ground m trymg to define the concept of %tal nanonal mterest ” He 

ldennfies seven circumstances. “whch. taken m some combmahon or e\ en alone. may call for the use of 

force or dur mthtary forces 

l (I) To defend agamst tiect attacks on the Cmted States, its cihzens, and its alhes, 
l (11) To counter aggression. 
l (m) To defend our key econonuc mterests. uThch IS where most Amencans see then- most 

nnmedlate stake m our mternahon~ engagement. 
l , (n > To preserve promote and defend democracy, which enhances our secunty and the spread 

of our values. 
l (x) To prevent the spread of weapons of mass destrnchon terrorism, mtemahoti cnme and 

drug traffickmg, 
l (~71: To mamtam our rehablh~. because when our partnershtps are strong and confidence m 

our leader&p IS h@. it IS easier to get others to work with us. and to share the burdens of 
Ieadershlp, 

l (vu) And for humamtanan purposes. to combat fammes. natural disasters and gross abuse of 
human nghts with, occasionally. our nuhtary forces *‘5 

Lake also &scusses three aspects of usmg nuhtary force, once the decision to do so has been made He 

pomts out the value of merely threatenmg to employ mthtary force (provided the threat IS credible). and 

makes the case that m some ClrcumStanCeS SekChve use Of fOrCe is more apprOpnate than a mass11 e 

apphcanon Fmall~ , he makes a strong case for --carelll) deslgned exit strategies,” defined as ha\ mg 

clear nuhtary obJectI\ es and deadlmes for withdrawal He mcludes nuhtary mtervenhons m Ham and 

Erosma as successful applicahons of the admnustranon’s doctrme. an mterestmg choice that ~11 be 

&scussed m the analysis that follows 
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AKALYSIS 

In order to compare and contrast the three p~clpal policy poanons described m the foregomg 

sechon, the analysis w111 look at each of the SIX Wemberger rules. groupmg smnlar or complementarq 

rules together where appropnate 

#l - Do not commit forces to combat overseas unless deemed vital to our national interest or that of 
our allies; and 

#6 - Commit forces to combat only as a last resort. 

With regard to rules k 1 and #6, there 1s not much m contention among the three 1 lews m terms of 

the wordmg they use Wemberger, Shultz and Lake all speak of nahond mterest and nnpl~ --if not state 

oumght-that nuhtary force 1s at the extreme end of the power spectrum Differences between then 

posmons are apt to show up m how one defines a “vital nahonal mterest ‘. I lye\\ media cnhcism--such as 

W&am Safire’s charge that Wemberger’s concept of %ta.l mterest’ would not pemut applymg nuhtary 

strength “unhl the veq life of our country is threatene6 --as a shallow mterpretahon of rule k; 1 and a 

forg mto sensahonalist Journahsm 

P 
F 

Lake tnes to bound the scope of nanonal mterests for which we should use rmhtary force through 

hs hst of seken circumstances W3ule seermng to go fiuther than the other two m defog the thmgs for 

whxh he would have the Lmted States employ the rmhtary mstrument, he stops short of berg 

prescnphve. descnbmg his gtildehnes as “the circumstances. wh~h, taken m some combmahon or ex en 

alone, w call for the use of force or our rmhtary forces “[emphasis addedI The se\ en circumstances 

present a spectrum At one end are the condihons whxh, most would agree. call for use of rmhm force 

(defend agamst detect attack. counter aggression), at the other end are the situahons (humamtanan relief, 

natural disasters) uThxh nught be addressed vrlth nuhtary resources. but not m the combat role to whxh 

the Wemberger Docmne speaks In between the two extremes are cxcumstances whxh are more vague 

(e g . promote democracy, prevent terronsm)-representmg sltnahons about whch it 1s hard to saq whether 

U’emberger- or elen Shultz would favor comrmtment of combat forces The truth 1s. Lake’s attempt to 

define “vital nanonal mterest” 1s not all that helpful He describes the broadest possible spectrum of 

circumstances-dn-ect attack on the Umted States, humcane rehef. and everythmg m between. neglects to 

dlstmgulsh between use of mill- force m combat situanons and peacehme apphcahon of nuhtarJ 

resources, and. as seen m the quote above. 1s vague m how his cntena nught be apphed 

)‘I 



House 5 

On the issue of \qtal mterests and mrhen to comnut forces. Wemberger, too. has a problem with 

clanv and consistency W&m his November 28, 1984 speech, he 1s mconastent with regard to the 

relahon between our nahonal mterests and those of our alhes On the one hand he says that we cannot 

turn our back on our allies when their 1 ltal mterests are at stake. and his first rule states that we “should not 

conumt f?rces to combat 01 erseas unless He deemed \tal to our nahonal mterest or that of our alhes “* 

then says. “we should onl> engage OUT troops if we must do so as a matter of our s vital nanonal 

mterest.“’ seemmgly leavmg our alhes’ mterests off the table In the \ cry next sentence, however. he 

agam opens the posslblh~ of usmg our troops to defend another sovereign nahOn'S temtoq, even 111 the 

absence of a duect threat agamst the Lmted States. if we receive a “strong mfltahon” from the threatened 

ally Thus quesnon of how we ~111 act m our a&es’ mterests becomes central to any dlscusslon on 

emplo>qent of U S forces m a combat role m such places as Taiwan and South Korea 

#2 - If necessary to use combat troops, we should do so wholeheartedly, with the clear intention of 
winying; and 

#4 - The relationship between our objectives and the forces we have committed - their size, 
composition and disposition -- must be continually reassessed and adjusted if necessary. 

Central to Wemberger’s posmon 1s the need for a comnutment to wm. mamfested m appljmg 

enough force to achieve the obJecnve(s) This thought is brought out m rule #2. with rule fit4 expanding on 

the concept by pomtmg out the need to contmually reassess the sltuanon and progress towards the 

obJechve(s), adjustmg the size and/or nature of the military force as needed 

Wemberger caught some flak on thy pomt at the tnne--unwarranted I believe--from the likes of 

W~lham Safire (“a gradualist. mcremental approach may be Just the hcket m some sltuanons enough and 

on nme does not mean all or nothmg“‘“) and Shultz (‘-does [the lesson of Vietnam] mean there are no 

sltuanons, where a discrete asserhon of power 1s needed or appropnate for hnuted purposes3 

Unhkely “’ ‘) But, Wemberger does say. as part of rule #2. that ‘-if the parncular sltuahon requnes onl~. 

hnuted force to wm our objechves, then we should not hesitate to comnut forces sized accordmgll ‘* The 

“all-or-nothmg” label Just doesn’t snck, I don’t see the Shultz and Wemberger posihons on tis point as all 

that different 

Wemberger. perhaps feeling the need to defend decisions made on hu watch. makes an mterestm; 

dlstmcttoi mth regard to the Benut nusslon I \lew thy as the biggest hole m the Wemberger Do&-me 

(““” 
He attempts to distance the deployment of U S Mumes to Lebanon as &fferent from a strmghtforward 

connmtment of C S forces to combat overseas by descnbmg It as Jommg forces vvlth other nahons for a 



House 6 

peacekeepmg nusslon He sad, “we &d not configure or eqmp those forces for combat--they were armed 

only for then self-defense “” He went on to say that once it became apparent condlhons precluded them 

from accomphshmg theu peacekeepmg nuss~on then numbers should have been mcreased and they 

should h?ve been eqmpped for combat. or they should haveJust been w&drawn It 1s hard to swallow 

tis dlstmchon, then or now Puttmg troops mto the mtdst of a shootmg war--or even a fi-agile cease-fire-- 

IS tantamount puthng them m combat. regardless of the absence of offensive combat mtenhons 

In Qscussmg how to use force. Lake “sort of” echoes Wemberger, but not exactly He adnuts that 

the force must be ‘*adequate to the task and then some,Y”3 but only after estabhshmg as an underlymg 

prmclple that “the selecnve but substanhal use of force is sometnnes more appropnate than its massne 

use ‘-lJ Increhbly. he uses the “so far, so goes’ status of the ongomg 5osma deployment as e\ldence of 

success for tis Clmton admnnstranon prmclple, saymg that commlthng our troops to a ground war would 

not hake achieved peace and would have become Vietnam revlated The hole m bs argument IS that 

regardless of theu numbers. armament. or mrsaon, the C- S troops m Bosma are very much m harm’s 

ua~ , any clanns of success are premature, at best 

f+- 
# #3 - If d/e decide to commit forces to combat overseas, we should have clearly defmed political and 

military objectives. 

There 1s not a great deal of dlspanty between the Wemberger. Shultz and Lake approaches. ~7th 

regard to havmg clear objecnves gomg m However, there is some difference m how they propose to end 

the military mvolvement 

Wemberger talks of the nsk of losing (or never gammg) support for a policy if the goals are not 

clear. and goes on to pomt out that apphcahon of rmhtary force without a clear understandmg of what 1s to 

be achle\ ed %ould also earn us the scorn of our troops, who would have an understandable opposmon to 

bemc used casually “I5 Shultz acknowledges the lesson from Vietnam of needmg a clear and precise 

mlsslon Lake discusses the need to have a clear nusslon wnh achievable nuhtary goals Interestmgly, he 

uses Bosnia as an example of where the admnustrahon set forth clear. achevable nuhta~) goals--m ml 

mmd, a ,queshonable clann 

In an apparent attempt to address exit strategy, Lake then speaks at length about deadlmes. saymg 

we must ‘set deadhnes for vvlthdrawal based on the accomphshment of those msslons -“’ He argues 
f- 
t persuasnely that the Umted States must have an emt stratea when employmg nuhtarq forces abroad and 

gives some very sound reasons not atdmg other nahons m evadmg their own responsiblhhes. not 
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undercuthng the government bemg asststed by assummg too much of then responslblhhes. and akoldmg 

the resentment brought about by overstaymg our welcome Unfortunately. he bases the extt strategy on 

the element of tnne, prescnbmg preset deadlmes as the basis for endmg a rmhtary nnsaon, as opposed to 

an end-state. or specific condIhon(s) whch we expect to create before we &sengage He pomts to Hmh as 

one successfui apphcahon of a deadlme (“about a year and a half’ bemg the predlchon gomg m), and 

admmedly, the situahon m Hah bears out hs chum--for now However. he also pomts to Bosma as 

another successfid example of deadlme-settmg (we will complete rmhtary tasks “m about one year”) 

Clearly, the Jury is still out on that operanon There is at present little assurance that once our troops are 

w&drawn m accordance vvlth the deadlme-based emt strategy, the wamng pmes--havmg successfull> 

wated o’,‘t the C S mtervenhon--WI11 not Just take the conflict back to where It was “about a year’. earlier 

and make it deadlier. havmg rested and resupplied 

#5 - Bef4re committing U.S. combat forces abroad, there must be some reasonable assurance of 
support of the American people and Congress. 

Of the s1x Wemberger rules, tis one &mmates what IS probably the knomest problem vvlth 

regard to our use of rmhtary force abroad Wemberger once agam took some flak soon after lus 1984 

speech yth pun&ts plckmg up on hs reqmrement for support before conumttmg troops Safiie clanned 

that Wemberger wanted to “take a poll before we pull a tngger,“” and W~lham F Buckley put forth that 

any “vital” msslon must be undertaken, and It’s the Job of the pohhcal leadershp to rally pubhc support 

behmd the decision ‘* Chalk up the Safiie remark to another shallow IIWXpretahOII With a more hberal 

readmg of Wemberger’s text. one could mfer he meant that pubhc/congresslonal support should at least be 

forthcommg if not already present 

Wemberger and Shultz are pretty much m step on the public support aspect Both acknowledge 

the dd%kUlheS caused bj the War Powers Act struggle between the execuhve and leglslmve branches 

The wide distnbuhon of power and leadership w&un the Congress creates an obstacle for tnnelJ , declslke 

negohahons urlth the President Also, our open socleQ and mter-branch checks and balances result m 

debates on use of nuhtary force bemg played out before the world, leadmg to “a loss of coherence and 

recurrmg uncertam~ m the mmds of f&nd and foe about the anns and constancy of the Umted States “I9 

Interestmgly, Lake IS silent on the topic of public or congressional support. anchormg hs approach m the 

nghtness’of the cause and the need for the U S to exert Its leadershp m the world 

Public support--and, by extension, congressional support--~ a slippery thmg Pubhc oplmon 

cannot be disregarded, but It also cannot be the sole guide for governmental achon Why9 Because it IS 
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SubJect to change, sometnnes drashcally and m a short tnne span. because it IS somehmes (ofierP) based 

on mcomplete and/or mcorrect mfOmahOn, and because 11 IS so easily mampulated by those who hold 

\qews not necessanly m the mamstream of public thought 

Some generahhes regardmg public support for use of nuhtary force are well expressed bq Bruce 

Jentleson, who pomts out that it “vanes accordmg to the prmcipal pohcy obJechve for whch force IS 
used ,920 He goes on to say that support for nuhtary force IS more hkely m cases wherem an adversary IS 

restramed agamst aggression outside lus borders, and less hkel} where force IS used to remake other 

governments Jentleson also says that public support will vary accordmg to the mterests at stake. and 

how nnportanr they are seen to be (which m turn depends on presence of mthtary alliances, geographic 

proxnnq, and geOpOlihCd pnmacy), the presence of presldenhal cues whch tend to rally pubhc support 

behmd the government, and the extent to whch nsk averslon w111 come mto play, based on the strength of 

percephbns that a pohcy w111 fad or casualhes w111 be mcurred 21 

r+ 
x 

It IS no secret that the me&a play a central role m shapmg public opnuon. by selectmg what 

mformatoon IS dssemmated and by the spm they put on then reportmg of the facts The buildup to the 

199 1 G&f War pro\qdes examples of the relmonshp between the media and pubhc opnuon Thomas 

DuBols &mbutes a decrease m public support for U S policy durmg Desert SheId to aggressive me&a 

reportmi on farmly hardshps brought about by the call-up of Reserves and Sanonal Guard umts At the 

same tnne, the Bush adrmruStrahOn employed the me&a to garner public support by stressmg the vital 

nahonal interests at risk, the multmahond nature of the operahon, and the exqlness of Saddam Hussem ” 

Another aspect of public opnuon regardmg comnutment of U S forces abroad IS described as the 

halo effect That IS, margmal or weak pubhc support for U S mtervennon tends to grow considerably 

once a declslon 1s made to comrmt forces abroad A 50 percent level of public support for the Bush 

ahstrahon pohaes m the Gulf m late 1990” --matched b) smnlar lukewarm support m Congress-- 

transfo?ed mto a strong pamonc spn-11 and extremely strong support for the troops after the shootmg 

started III January 199 1 A month pnor to our September 1994 mtervenhon m Hash. only 3 1 percent of 

the pub+ supported use of C S forces to oust the Cedras regnne ” Yet, m the aftermath of the bloodless 

‘.mvasloi~,” public support rebounded marked11 Clearly. the strength and durahon of the halo effect IS 

directly dependent on nusslon success and low numbers of casualnes We only have to look to U S 

mtervennons m Lebanon and Somalia to see where falures and/or numerous casualnes would have taken 

public support m Kuwan and Ham 
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The halo effect has typlcall~ applied to Congress as well The best recent example 1s the 

congressional Republican leader&p fallmg m behmd President Clmton’s declslon to mtervene md~tanly 

m BOSN~, despite pre-declslonal rmsglvmgs or opposlhon There 1s some evidence thrs trend may 

dnnnush m the not-too-&stant future, however A recent Washmnton Post arhcle reported that w~thm the 

Republican party, the era of globally-onented congressional leaders may be gnmg wal to a vocal and 

mfluennal bloc ofJumor members who are wary of foreign entanglements and focused on the domeshc 

agenda wluch they regard as the electorate’s mandate These Jumor Republicans. who have made then 

voices heard m recent budget dehberahons and other elements of the congressional agenda are sad to 

reject the lsolanomsm that some propose but they are servmg nohce they ~11 consider carefully what 1s 

truly m 0~ \gtal IuihOd mterest, and will not rubber-stamp a foreign nuhtary mtervenhon snnply because 

the adnnlnstrahon has decided to mtervene 25 

The underlymg prenuse of the Wemberger Do&me--comnut U S rmhtarq forces if necessary to 
Ih 

c defend vital nahonal mterests and do so vvlth the mtennon of wmmng--Is stall very sound m the 

en\xon&ent of today and the foreseeable f&n-e Furthermore, whle there has been and ~11 hkely 

contmue ‘to be contenhon on some of the dais surroundmg the six rules and their mpkmentahon, there 

1s general agreement on Wemberger s underlymg prenuse 

Powell’s account of months-long “squabblmg” between Wemberger and Shultz aslde,‘6 a readmg 

of speeches m which they presented their \ews shows considerable snmlanty m where they come down 

on when to comnnt U S rmhtary force abroad To be sure, Shultz tends to lean forward m the saddle and 

Wemberger leans back, but I see them as ndmg the same horse In fact, differences attnbutable to their 

personal \qews are at least equaled by mstmmonal differences. which tend to have the diplomahc corps 

and the nuhtary estabhshment each overestnnatmg each other’s capablhnes m resolvmg crises abroad 

Our leadershp must constantly seek to find the rmddle ground between the extreme poslhons that Foggy 

Bottom and the Pentagon may at tnnes adopt w& regard to use of rmhtary force The &stance between 

the two posihons vanes accordmg to the issue at hand, but part of the art of &onal secunty leader&p IS 

knowmg where to come down between them m order to best serve the nahon-s mterests 

P Differences between the Wemberger Doctrme and the Clmton adxmmstrahon view, as stated b> 

.&&on> Lake, are greater than those between m7emberger and Shultz I find the Wembager approach 
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superior. m that rt takes mto account issues not addressed by Lake (public opl~llon. m parhcular). and 1s 

not flawed by the tnne-onented “deadlme e=t strategy.” espoused by Lake 

Public and congressional opnuon must certamIy weigh heatlly m makmg a declslon to conumt 

U S combat forces overseas If the support IS not there nunally, there must be some reasonable 

expectahon of gammg it if the “go” declslon 1s made The halo effect can help some, but leaders need to 

remember that the halo can be a \ery short-hved phenomenon if we are not seen as wmmng or if U S 

casualhes are mcurred-sometnnes even m small numbers 

,Defmg “vital nahonal mterest” remams problemahc The cucular logic of saymg “vnal mterests 

are those we’ll fight for” 1s no more helpful than the all-encompassmg spectrum of cmzutnstances offered 

by Lake The concept defies apphcahon of any sort of formula or other ngld approach The truth 1s. our 

sense of vrrhat 1s \ltal lanes from person to person, and can change over tnne It 1s affected by the achons 

of other; counmes It 1s subject to mampulahon by me&a reporhng, as well as by the words and acnons of 

pohncl?ns Yahonal secunty strate@sts must contmually employ all the mformahon and mtellectual tools 

at then &sposal to best understand the Nahon’s mterests and weigh the risks.. costs and benefits associated 

uqth use of rmlitaty force 

The Wemberger Doctrme is Shll viable, and better than the current admuuStrahOn'S construct for 

use of K S combat forces abroad The SIX rules, 111 patt~cular, are shll applicable to today’s envnonment 

and shquld stand without revlslon Wemberger, Powell, er al developed the doctrme m the shadow of the 

fiulures of Vietnam and Benut W&h the passage of tnne smce then, some of the emohon conveyed m 

Wemberger’s speech--that. I feel, led cnhcs to rmsmterpret tis real meamng-can be replaced by a more 

&spass?onate context that LS closer to the Shultz approach Also. Wemberger’s charactenzahon of the 

Ben-ut nusslon as dlstmct from commmnent of C S forces to combat should be discarded 

Decisions made m applymg the rules vvlll clearly be the key to whether the Umted States succeeds 

or fads m its n&or& secunty stratea Important quesnons such as what are our ~&IJ ntional mterests, 

and how much nuhtary force 1s necessary to demonstrate clear mtenhon to wm. will challenge our leaders 

to exercise the best possible Judgment The Wemberger Doctrme still gives them a good framework m 

whch to make those nnportant declslons 

Howe\ er. the reality of the current polihcal situanon does not augur well for applicahon of 

Wemberger’s six rules m the near term As pomted out above, the Clmton admnustrahon view on when 
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and how to employ Amencan nuhtary force IS fundamentally at odds with the Wemberger posihon 

Rather than learn from the lessons of Vietnam. Lebanon and Somaha the present leaderstip seems more 

focused on hberal employment of U S rmhtary resources across a broad spectrum m support of Its 

engagement and enlargement strategy Only another tragedy mvolvmg deployed U S forces. or a change 

111 the U?llte House brought about by the upcommg elechon, ~111 brmg Amencan pohcy closer to the 

Wemberger Doctrme 
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House AppenQx- 1 

THE WEIY-BERGER DOCTRIP\-E’ 

SIX rem to be apphed when M elghlng rhe use of L.‘S combat forces abroad 
[Emphases mcluded In orqmal] 

(1) First, the Lmted States should not connmt forces to combat overseas unless the parhcular 
engagement or occasion 1s deemed \~tal to our nanonal mterest or that of our allies That emphancall) 
does not mean that we should declare beforehand, as we &d with Korea m 1950, that a parhcular area IS 
outside our strategic penmeter 

(2) Second, if we decide It s necessary to put combat troops mto a given s~tion. we should do 
so wholeheartedly. and urlth the clear mtenhon of wmnmg If we are mw&ng to conumt the forces or 
resource; necessary to achieve our objechves, we should not comnnt them at all Of course if the 
parhcular situahon reqmres only lnmted force to wm our objechves. then we should not hesitate to connmt 
forces s&d accordmgly When Hitler broke treahes and renuhtanzed the Rhmeland, small combat forces 
then could perhaps have prevented the holocaust of World War II 

(3) Thud if we & decide to comnut forces to combat overseas. we should have clearly defined 
polihcal and rmhtary ObJectIves And we should know precisely how our forces can accomplish those 
clearly defined ObJectIves And we should have and send the forces needed to do Just that As Clausewltz 
wrote, *& one starts a war--or rather, no one m tis senses ought to do so--w&out first bemg clear m lus 
mmd what he mtends to a&eve by that war, and how he mtends to conduct It ” 

r” 
War may be &&rent today than m Clausew&s tnne, but the need for well-defined obJectIves 

t 
and a consistent strategy 1s shll essenhal If we detenmne that a combat msslon has become necessary for 
our ~tal pahond mterests. then we must send forces capable to do the Job--and not assign a combat 
msslon t+ a force configured for peacekeepmg 

(4) Fourth. the relahonshlp between our obJectIves and the forces we have comnutted--their size. 
cornpositron and &sposlhon--must be contmually reassessed and adJusted if necessary Con&hons and 
obJecnve$ mvanably change durmg the course of a conflict When they do change, then so must our 
combat reqmrements We must contmuously keep as a beacon hght before us the basic queshons “Is tis 
conflict ni our nahonal mterestv” “Does our nahonal Interest reqmre us to fight. to use force of arms?” If 
the answ&s are “yes”. then we m wm If the answers are “no”. then we should not be m combat 

(5) F&h before the L S comnnts combat forces abroad. there must be some reasonable -3 
assurance! we will have the support of the Amencan people and then elected representanves m Congress 
Ths supfiort cannot be acheved unless we are candid m makmg clear the threats we face, the support 
cannot be, sustamed mthout contmumg and close consultanon U7e cannot fight a battle urlth the Congress 
at home wtile askmg our troops to wm a war overseas or. as m the case of Vlemam. 111 effect askmg our 
troops not to wm, but Just to be there 

(6) forces to combat should be a last resort Fmally. the comnutment of C S 

r t ’ Caspar W Waberger, “The Uses of Mhtarq Power,’ Remarks to the Satlonal Press Club, Washngton, 28 So\ 
1984, Office of Assistant Secretary of Defense (Pubhc AtTars) Xews Release So 609-84 


